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Now on Kant's own view this contention raises several difficult
problems, since it seems at first sight as if the First Analogy has .
proved rather too much. We might ask:
I. Granted that succession as well as permanence is involved in
time, why must that succession be necessary ? Since perman-
ence is already established, one might suppose that random
succession would be sufficient.
,,2. What is to be said of the general empiricist argument that
causality is inferred from observed regularity in our percep-
tions ?
3.  Granted that experience demands succession according to a
rule, why must that rule apply to physical objects and not
to perceptions as such ? For if permanence is provided by
the object, the requirements of time could be met by any
contrasting succession.
4.  Granted that necessary succession in objects is a condition
of our empirical awareness of objective sequence, do we still
need to prove that it is also a condition of the possibility of
time itself ?
These at least seem to be the problems with which Kant con-
cerns himself, but the fact that his discussion throughout is
dominated by Ms theory of inner sense and of the successive
character of all our perceptual awareness lends colour to the view
that he is constantly repeating himself and offering alternative
proofs of the same proposition.
If these considerations are sound, the Analogy should be
analysed as follows:
i. Addition in B.   The synthesis of imagination determines
inner sense only as regards the order of my own activities.
It tells me nothing about any objective succession. Further-
more^time itself cannot be perceived; hence some activity
of thdught is required to provide the necessity which time as
an a priori form demands.  We must in fact conceive the
relation between what precedes and what follows in time
as necessarily determined, i.e. as irreversible.   Thus causal
interconnexion between objects is a condition of objective
time relations without which apperception is impossible.
This, like the introductory paragraph of the First Analogy, is
incomplete as it stands. It requires considerable supplementation
from what follows, but is probably intended only as an indication
of the fuller exposition in the sequel.
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